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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Discussed how Wilson does not disclose how the spokes are 
screwed into the hub flanges (i.e. whether there is a pre-formed hole or the spoke is self-tapping). Discussed adding 
the limitation of an "interference fit" into the independent claim. Also discussed providing a more comprehensive 
argument about Wilson's lack of disclosure on the spoke-hub connection (as discussed above). This language appears 
to overcome the Wilson reference, dependent upon further search and/or consideration. 



